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REMARKS 

It is stated in the Office Communication that pending claims 1-35 are directed to two (2) 
independent and patentably distinct inventions. Although the Restriction Requirement is 
traversed for the reasons set forth below, in order to be fully responsive to the Restriction 
Requirement, Applicants nevertheless elects Group II, claims 23-35, drawn to a method for 
modulating neurogenesis, classified in class 435, subclass 377. Applicants also elect SEQ ID 
N0:7, directed to prokineticin 2 (PK2) isoform 2. 

Regarding the Restriction Requirement 

The Office Action alleges that the above-identified application contains two inventions, 
and Applicants are required to elect one group of claims for examination. Although Applicants 
traverse the requirement for the reasons set forth below, the above election of Group II, claims 
23-35, >yas made in order to be fully responsive to the Restriction Requirement. 

According to the Office Action, Groups I and II are allegedly distinct because Group I is 
a discovery method, whereas Group II is a method wherein a compound with known activity is 
used to bring about a desired effect. Therefore, according to the Office Action, the methods do 
not overlap in scope, cannot be used together, and have different effects and functions. 

Applicants submit that it would not be a serious burden on the Examiner to examine the 
claims of Groups I and II together. Groups I and II are both directed to prokineticin polypeptides 
and as such, it is submitted that a thorough search of the claims for either group would reveal art 
relevant to both Groups. Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner reconsider the 
restriction requirement with respect to the claims of Groups I and II and examine the claims 
together. 

The standard for determining whether a species election should be required is whether the 
species share a "commonality of operation, function or effect". MPEP §806.04(e). The 
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requirement to elect a species is traversed because the claimed polypeptides, SEQ ID NOs:5-15, 
share a "commonality of operation, function or effect". Specifically, the claimed polypeptides set 
forth in SEQ ID NOs:5-15 are all prokineticin polypeptides. For example, SEQ ID N0:6, directed 
to PK2 isoform 1, and SEQ ID N0:7, directed to PK2 isoform 2, particularly share "commonality 
of operation, function or effect". Therefore, it is submitted that an election of one species should 
not be required and that the polypeptides should be examined together. 

Applicants also acknowledge that the Office will upon allowance of a generic claim (e.g., 
claims 1 and 23) consider claims to additional species which are written in dependent form or 
otherwise include all the limitations of an allowed generic claim, pursuant to 37 CFR § 1.141. 

A check in the amount of $120.00 is enclosed as payment for the One-Month Extension 
of Time fee. No other fee is deemed necessary with the filing of this paper. However, the 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees that are required, or credit any 
overpayments to Deposit Account No. 07-1896 referencing the above-identified attomey docket 
number. A copy of the Transmittal Sheet is enclosed. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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